Both stimulus and response conflict can disrupt behavior by slowing response times and decreasing accuracy. Although several neural activations have been associated with conflict processing, it is unclear how specific any of these are to the type of stimulus conflict or the amount of response conflict. Here, we recorded electrical brain activity, while manipulating the type of stimulus conflict in the task (spatial [Flanker] versus semantic [Stroop]) and the amount of response conflict (two versus four response choices). Behaviorally, responses were slower to incongruent versus congruent stimuli across all task and response types, along with overall slowing for higher response-mapping complexity. The earliest incongruency-related neural effect was a short-duration frontally-distributed negativity at $ 200 ms that was only present in the Flanker spatial-conflict task. At longer latencies, the classic fronto-central incongruency-related negativity 'N inc ' was observed for all conditions, but was larger and $ 100 ms longer in duration with more response options. Further, the onset of the motor-related lateralized readiness potential (LRP) was earlier for the two vs. four response sets, indicating that smaller response sets enabled faster motor-response preparation. The late positive complex (LPC) was present in all conditions except the two-response Stroop task, suggesting this late conflict-related activity is not specifically related to task type or response-mapping complexity. Importantly, across tasks and conditions, the LRP onset at or before the conflict-related N inc , indicating that motor preparation is a rapid, automatic process that interacts with the conflict-detection processes after it has begun. Together, these data highlight how different conflict-related processes operate in parallel and depend on both the cognitive demands of the task and the number of response options.
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Introduction
A hallmark of cognitive control in humans is the ability to distinguish information that is relevant and important for behavior from information that is irrelevant or conflicting, and to respond accordingly. To do this successfully, the relevant stimulus must first be selected from multiple competing inputs, and then an appropriate response must be selected from an array of possibilities. Such selection processes have been studied using tasks such as the Stroop (Stroop 1935) and Flanker (Eriksen & Eriksen, 1974) that pit multiple stimulus inputs and/or output possibilities against each other. These conflict tasks can provide insight into the underlying neural mechanisms that occur from the stimulus-input to the response-output processes, and how such mechanisms can be modulated by different types and different levels of complexity of stimulus conflict and response competition.
Although both the Stroop and the Flanker tasks involve conflict, the types of conflict that are elicited by the respective stimuli in these tasks have some fundamental differences. In a typical Stroop task, a color word is written in a font color that either does or does not match the semantic meaning of the word (e.g., "Blue" written in blue ink versus "Blue" written in red ink), where the task is to identify the ink color while ignoring the irrelevant meaning of the word (see MacLeod, 1991 for review). Thus, the conflict occurs at the semantic level in this task, with the word meaning conflicting 
